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REMARKS 

The Examiner has ol|ected to claims 1-8 and 13 because fc(f infoitijialities. Appropriate 
correction is required. Claim 1, line 5, --a- should be inserted before "gi^de". Claim 13, line 4, 
-a- should be inserted before "linkage". ; 

Based on the Office Action mailed March 13, 2003, the Etaminert would allow claim 6 if 
rewritten in independent fonjn including all of the limitations of the base ilaim and any 
intervening claims. Claim Ijhas been amended to have all the ba^ claimp and any intervening 
claims* It is now believed td be in proper form for allowance. 

Claim 13 has been allowed. i \ 

Claims 14-20 are cancelled. f 
New claims are addeji that overcome the Examiner's rejection of Ariginal claim 1 based 

; j • 

on 35 U.S.C. § 102/103. Neiw claim 21 requires an elongated knijfe havuig a substantially 
straight cutting edge. Therejaie several diflferences between the cited Wejmer reference and claim 
21 . Werner teaches that thejcutting edge should have a concave qr a conf ex cuttii:^ edge, 
whereas the present invention requires the blade to have a substantially straight cutting edge 
instead of having a convex or a concave one. Werner shows a deUce wh^ch swipes back and 
forth to make the cut. Werner could not be used to cut a pluralitjj of sheat members in a single 
cut like the device of claim il. Accordingly claim 21, as a resultjof its straight cutting edge, 
produces a result not attainajble with Werner. The prior art cuts t(ie worl^picce by swinging back 

! f 

and forth and by scrubbing tjhe workpiece surfaces. The present Sjnventioji cuts the object 
material in a single motion >tvith its substantially straight cutting 4dges. i 

Werner also shows i linkage attached to a frame on one ejf its ends. This attachment is 
not movable betvsreen first ahd second positions as required by cliim 21. 'The guide mechanism 
of claim 21 moves along thi guide slot to achieve the two cutting action^ required by claim 21 . 

i ' 
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CONCLUSION ; 

There are two main differences between prior art and present invehtion. One is the shape 
of cutting edge. The prior arjt shows either a convex or a concavd [shape c|f the cutting edge but 
claim 21 requires a substantiklly straight one in order to get the ddsired oiitcome. A second 
difiference i$ in the guide mefchanism that is movable between first and second positions. So for 
all those reasons new claim 21 overcomes the previous rejections jby the ixaminer and 
accordingly the following claims 22-28 should also be allowable; | 

:j ^ > ^ 

No fees or extension? of time are believed to be due in coiiinectioii with this amendment; 
however, consider this a request for any extension inadvertently ojmitted, ^d charge any 
additional fees to Deposit AccoimtNo* 26-0084. 

Reconsideration and [allowance is respectfully requested, ; 

Respectfully submitjed, 
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